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Detailed Action 

Notice to Applicant 

1 . In view of the appeal brief filed February 12, 2010, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. A new ground of rejection is set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the following 
two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply under 37 
CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41.31 followed by an 
appeal brief under 37 CFR 41.37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and appeal brief fee 
can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth in 37 CFR 41 .20 have 
been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant must pay the difference between 
the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by signing 

below: 

/Beth V. Boswell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3623 
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2. The following is a non-final ofRce action. In response to Examiner's communication of 
8/5/2009, Applicant, 12/07/09, on filed a notice of appeal, and on 02/12/2010, filed an appeal 
brief In light of prosecution having been reopened, claims 1-13 are pending in this application 

and have been rejected below. 

3. In the response dated 05/04/2009, the applicant failed to timely traverse the officially 
noticed fact that at the time of the invention, iCalendar was a standard file format for calendar 
data exchange. Therefore, the officially noticed fact is hereby regarded as applicant's admitted 
prior art (AAPA). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
m the art to which said subject matter pertains. PatentabiUty shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3 . Resolving the level of ordinary skUl in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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6. Claims 1-7 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matousek (US 7,440,961) in view of Hall et al, US 2003/00614333. 

Concerning claims 1 and 9, Matousek discloses a method for applying ordered 
modifications to recurring event instances, the method comprising the steps of: 

identifying an event exception in a calendaring system executing in memory by a 
processor of a computer, the event exception corresponding to a separately defined and 
separately stored recurring event instance in the calendaring system (Matousek, col. 7, lines 25- 
43, i.e., identifying the correct instance of a recurrence event and its instance identifier associated 
with the appropriate exception). Examiner clarifies that that the term" separately stored is 
construed broadly since being stored separately may be applied in a very broad way such as data 
being stored in different types of files or systems, devices, databases, or as narrowly as data 
being contained in separate tables or cells. 

Matousek fails to disclose modifying at least one property of said recurring event 
instance based upon said separately stored event exception. However, Hall, [37], discloses 
wherein the expander is used to modify records. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to implement the method of modifying at least one property of said recurring event instance, as 
taught by Hall, into the system of Matousek. Under KSR International Co., ". . .any need or 
problem known in the field of endeavor at the time of the invention and addressed by the patent 
[or application at issue] can provide a reason for combining the elements in the manner claimed." 

KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, , 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1397 (2007). 

Thus a reference in a field different from that of applicant's endeavor may be reasonably 
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pertinent if it is one which, because of the matter with which it deals, logically would have 
commended itself to an inventor's attention in considering his or her invention as a whole. At the 
time of the subject invention, there existed a known problem in the art of modifying recurring 
event instances while also minimizing space and keeping accurate track of scheduling data (as 
discussed Matousek's Background of the Invention. The invention of Hall is directed to solving 
the same type of problem. 

Concerning claims 2 and 10, Matousek in view of Hall discloses the method of claim 1, 
further comprising the steps of: 

further identifying additional event exceptions corresponding to said recurring event 

instance {Hall, [38], wherein the retractor identifies exceptions in discrete records 
to create a general exception) and, 

for each one of said further identified additional event exceptions, further modifying at 
least one property of said recurring event instance based upon said one of said 
further identified additional event exceptions {Hall, [38], wherein the identified 
exception adhere to prescribed modifications, e.g., retractor generates exceptions 
revealing the modification in time on the first Monday). 

Concerning claims 3 and 11, Matousek in view of Hall discloses the method of claim 1, 

further comprising the step of repeating said identifying and modifying steps for additional ones 
of the recurring event instances {Hall, \ 0037, via expander and synch engine). 

Concerning claims 4 and 12, Matousek in view of Hall discloses the method of claim 1, 
further comprising the steps of: further identifying event exceptions relating to said recurring 
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event instance which have become stale {Hall, T[ 0052, i.e., deleting records if the status is new or 
unchanged, and the later record has been changed by an exception). 

Concerning claims 5 and 13, Matousek in view of Hall discloses the method of claim 4, 
wherein said further identifying step comprises the step of further identifying event exceptions 
whose specified modifications to event properties in said recurring event instance have been 
obviated by modifications specified in subsequently defined event exceptions {Hall, 0038 and 
0052). 

Concerning claim 6 and 7, Matousek in view of Hall discloses a calendaring system 
comprising: 

a computer with processor and memory (Hall, [29]); 

a recurrence event expander disposed within a calendaring system (Matousek, Fig. 2, Ele. 
208) executing in the memory by the processor of the computer, the expander 
being programmed to expand recurrence events into event instances based upon 
the properties specified within the recurrence events; and, {Hall, Fig. 8, Ele. 70); 

and, 

a recurrence event modifier also disposed within the calendaring system and coupled to 
said recurrence event expander, the modifier modifying properties within the 
event instances based upon event exceptions defined for respective ones of the 
event instances and separately stored fi-om the event instances. {Hall, Fig. 2, Ele. 
24 connected to Ele. 20). 
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Concerning claim 7, Matousek in view o/Hall discloses the system of claim 6, further 
comprising a modification rule reducer coupled to the recurrence event modifier, the 
modification rule reducer inspecting older ones of the event exceptions to detect stale event 
exceptions (Hall, [52], describing deleting old records). 

7. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Matousek in view 
of Hall and further in view of AAPA. 

In the response dated 05/04/2009, the applicant failed to timely traverse the officially 
noticed fact that at the time of the invention, iCalendar was a standard file format for calendar 
data exchange. (See Dawson et al., RFC 2445, Internet Calendaring and Scheduling Core Object 
Specification (iCalendar), Nov. 1998, from 

http://deliverv.acm.org/10. 1 145/rfc fiilltext^FC2445/rfc2445.txt?kevl=RFC2445&kev2=60896 
54721&coil=< jUlDE&dl=<jU[DE&CF]D-89289591 &CFT()KEN-81 188603 . Therefore, the 
officially noticed fact is hereby regarded as applicant's admitted prior art. 
One of ordinary skill in the art at would have found it obvious to implement a well known format 
such as iCalendar file formats in order to gain the commonly understood benefits of using widely 
compatible file types.. Prior art is not limited just to the references being applied, but includes 
the understanding of one of ordinary skill in the art. MPEP 2141(111). Therefore the invention as 
a whole would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tiphany B. Dickerson whose telephone number is (571)270- 
7048. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30AM-5 :00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on (571)272-6737. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Tiphany B. Dickerson/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3623 

/Beth V. Boswell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



